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Executive Summary
On October 25, 2011, a Building America Expert Meeting was held to share the experiences of several different residential building retrofit implementation efforts. Representatives from three different Building America teams-Consortium for Advanced Residential Retrofit (CARB), Partnership for Advanced Residential Retrofit (PARR), and Alliance for Residential Building Innovation (ARBI-gave brief presentations followed by questions and discussion among the 40+ meeting attendees. These attendees included representatives from utilities, energy program implementation firms, affordable housing agencies, and the financing industry.
The meeting was held in New York City at Pratt Manhattan Center. The Pratt Center for Community Development is a CARB member and their Retrofit NYC Block by Block program was a focus of the meeting. Presentations on activities in Pennsylvania, Illinois, Nevada, Colorado, and California were also given. Thus, the agenda represented a nationwide look at retrofit work in urban and suburban homes of different ages.
A key objective of this meeting was to provide a forum for retrofit providers to share information and exchange ideas on opportunities for improvement in production delivery of energy efficiency packages. 
Introduction
Meeting Agenda
The meeting took place on October 25, 2011 from 9:30 AM to 2:00 PM, at Pratt Manhattan Center in New York City. The meeting agenda and attendees are presented in Tables 1 and 2 , respectively. 
Presentations
The meeting's presentations have been compiled and are provided as Attachment A.
After a brief introduction by Dianne Griffiths, Pratt's Wendy Fleischer presented on the objectives, approach, accomplishments, and challenges of the Block by Block program. This program relies on community-based organizations to provide individualized assistance to homeowners to take advantage of several available incentive programs. Energy audits are performed through the incentive programs to be followed by energy retrofit implementation. An important finding thus far is that the energy audits vary significantly and appear to be skewed towards the incentives and/or expertise of the audit contractor. Another finding is that the program incentives and data collection forms are not designed for more urban housing that often includes multifamily and/or rental arrangements.
Within her presentation, Wendy invited Jedidah Baptiste, an outreach worker from Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation to speak for a few minutes on specific outreach challenges. Ms. Baptiste found that redefining some of the terminology associated with the process and educating homeowners were instrumental to the success of the program. For example, an "energy audit" is presented as an empowerment tool, informing homeowners about what is wrong with their home and what should be done, and prevents them from being taken advantage of by contractors. A "retrofit" is a package of things that can be improved. The intent is to encourage participation by speaking the community's language.
Steven Winter Associates' (SWA) Carl Shapiro then spoke on his efforts to model six of the homes that were audited in the Block by Block program and comparing model results to audit results. For the four similar homes constructed in the late 80s, the modeling supported the audit recommendations and energy savings. This was not the case for two 1920s-era homes. In these cases, the audit estimates of energy savings were much higher than the model predictions. Information is not adequate to fully understand the cause(s) for the differences.
SWA's Liz Eisenberg gave a brief presentation on the importance and difficulties in obtaining and interpreting utility data.
Pratt's Deirdre Lizio presented on the audit data being consolidated into a database using the Salesforce tool. A demonstration of the database content and reporting capabilities was provided.
Emma Raymont of MaGrann Associates, a CARB member, presented a preliminary assessment of retrofit opportunities in Pennsylvania's Levittown community. Comprehensive audits were performed in 12 homes and modeling was done to evaluate retrofit packages. A significant challenge to large-scale retrofit work in this community is that 81% of the homes have been modified. Also, access and/or space for making air sealing, insulation, and equipment improvements in these rather small homes are very limited. Identifying a standard package will not be easy, but creating common, repeatable work scopes for the different model types/construction details is critical. Creating a common expectation for what energy retrofit work should include will help contractors and homeowners, and ultimately minimize up-front hand holding and back-end problems. Another opportunity may be gut rehab when home ownership changes. Approximately 500 homes change hands each year.
Larry Brand from the Gas Technology Institute presented on their "virtual neighborhood" approach. They have access to utility data as long as no individual household can be identified. They are using a variety of mapping tools and energy usage indexes to target the best retrofit opportunities.
Mark Berman of Davis Energy Group presented on their program efforts in California.
Initial uptake has been slowed and they moved from a contractor-based approach to a more salesoriented approach. An important finding has been that people are concerned more about the contractor that is coming into their home than the program they are participating in. The job is to sell the contractor(s), not the program(s).
Lois Arena gave brief presentations on the work CARB has been doing in Boulder and Las Vegas. A key difference in the Boulder SmartRegs work is that mandatory regulations are moving the audit/retrofit market and Better Buildings Program funding is supporting program implementation. CARB has been evaluating the audit process and the appropriateness of the checklist tool that has been developed. In Las Vegas, the work involves retrofitting abandoned, foreclosed properties using Neighborhood Stabilization Program funding. CARB performed energy modeling to support the retrofit recommendations and created training materials to provide contractor education and guidance Analysis of 40 retrofit homes suggests that it is more cost effective to retrofit newer homes.
Discussion
Throughout the meeting, the audience was engaged with many questions and much discussion. While there were commonalities across the programs and projects discussed, there were also differences. The following is a summary of key discussion points:
The role of the third party intermediary between the homeowner and the retrofit contractor could be critical in establishing trust. The Energy Advisor in the Boulder program appears to be viewed as someone that can be trusted; in this program model, the advisor has no personal financial stake in selling retrofits (as opposed to contractors that do). In the Block by Block program, homeowners have often viewed the CBO in much the same way, however, in Boulder, energy efficiency regulations require homeowners to cut their use. Without those regulations, recruitment is more difficult. A NYSERDA representative noted that some contractors do not like the third party coming in as a sales person. However, the partners in the Block by Block program have been very grateful for the increased business. One consideration is that for the Block by Block program, the third party was introduced to a retrofit program that was already established, though few people are aware of them. The California program activity appears to be evolving towards having a third party salesperson role to address the trust concerns.
Improvements in health and/or comfort may motivate homeowners to implement home improvements more so than energy savings. These issues need to be integrated into the audit process (e.g., messaging about lowering asthma risk as opposed to improving ventilation may be more effective).
Several participants noted that it is important to find leaders as early adopters in a community or neighborhood. Testimonials by neighbors have been one of the most effective outreach strategies in the Block by Block project.
Construction characteristics and/or access issues can limit energy savings and/or increase costs, thus making 20% to 30% savings and 7-10 year payback goals difficult to achieve.
With American homeowners spending $300 billion per year on home improvements, more should be done to integrate energy efficiency upgrades into the replacement and home improvement industries.
Pricing for retrofit measures is highly variable and sometimes not provided. NREL is developing a national database that will be categorized by measure, but not housing type.
Energy assessments and retrofitting at home turnover represent an opportunity for increasing awareness. One consideration in designing any programs/legislation might be that realtors oppose anything that might interfere with the closing process.
Difficulty in obtaining utility data is a common problem. One attendee from the Long Island Progressive Coalition noted that they required that utility data be provided before and at the time of the audit. They believed that it gauges the seriousness of the homeowner and reduces the number of "tire kickers." The Internet site myenergy.com was suggested as another approach.
Our analyses suggest issues with modeling software overpredicting energy use in old, poorly insulated homes.
Setting up contractual relationships such as annual service agreements between contractors and homeowners to establish long term relationships and savings guarantees may be worthwhile.
The comprehensiveness and quality of audits varies across and within programs. Often, training and education of auditing contractors is needed as well as quality assurance processes.
Summary
Presentations were given by representatives from three different Building America teams (CARB, PARR, and ARBI) on six different research efforts on the implementation of energy efficiency packages in neighborhoods of existing homes. Homes of different structural characteristics and age were represented as well as different regions of the country. The meeting's 40+ attendees included representatives from utilities, energy program implementation firms, affordable housing agencies, and the financing industry.
A key objective of the meeting was to provide a forum for retrofit providers to share information and exchange ideas on opportunities for improvement in production delivery of energy efficiency packages. This was accomplished through questions and open discussion throughout the meeting.
Additional research and demonstration is needed to document the potential represented by the programs that energy retrofit packages may be a cost-effective and expeditious way of scaling up energy retrofits. In addition, additional technical needs that could potentially be addressed by the DOE's Building America Program include:
A database of implementation cost information for common retrofit measures Reliable energy modeling capability for older inefficient homes
Training curriculum for contractors and educational materials for homeowners.
